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From their. Children have yo 2 awey my glory Fan 3 
MMA ii. * 

Such as are born of Chriſtian Parents, 1 baptiſed i in infancy- 
are members of the church, though deſtitute of ſpiritual graces. 4 7 
until they juſtly e themſelves of the privilege of 4 . | 
Fellowfhip. by 
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SIR, 


HAVE juſt received your pamphlet, called a dialogue, 


between a miniſter, and his pariſhioner, concerning the 


half-way-covenant, lately printed at New-Haven, in 


anſwer to mine, lately printed at New-London. I ſee but 


little in your laſt, but what I think is anſwered in my firſt, |] | 


to which I muſt refer you. | 5 

But J find in your laſt, you have charged me with diſſi- 
mulation, and the miniſters and churches in general thro), 
the land, virtually with lying. I alſo find ſeveral errors, 
which ought to be corrected. | | 2 5 

As to calling the miniſters and churches thro? the land, 
and me, and all that differ from you, diſſemblers, lyars, & 
no better than drunkards upon principle, I take it to-be the 
language of reſentmeat, rather than of ſober reaſon, becauſe 
you have offer'd ſo little in ſupport of the charge, as in 
pages 5. 8, 9. _ 

As you begin firſt with me for diſſembling, I ſhall firſt 
take notice of your ingenious method of proving it. N 

In your laſt New- Haven dialogue; you ſay, p. 5. Ho 


<< 15 it poſſible, a man ſo honeſt, as you ben (in the firſt 


New- Haven dialogue) © appeared to be, ſhould now act 
„ ſuch a diſhoneſt part, as you have done? It is my duty 
* as a miniſter of Chriſt, to rebuke you ſharply ; for tben 
«© you told me, as you now own, that you did not mean to 


% profeſs a compliance with the covenant of grace, upon 


*« which I denied baptiſm to your child; and yet juſt now 
you pretended you did mean to do it. You have need 
< to bluſh.---This deliberate diſſimulation, in ſuch an af» 
« fair, is no ſmall crime.“ ST 

Be ſo good, fir, as to keep in mind, that you are an- 
ſwering the New-London dialogue. And pray what is 
the diſſimulation contained in it ?— Why every diſ- 
ſembling word you here refer to, is what you quote from 
my dialogue, p. 3, 4, as follows, “ As you told. me there 
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N 1 * | 
« was but one covenant, ſo we were agreed, that Thad en- Ot 
«© red" into that covenant : And the very ſame covenant | ar 
* that-you entered into 33 years ago, when you was ad- in 
« mitted into the church: and pray, fir, why may I not || « 
have the ſeal of it fer upon my child.“ It there is any | th 
dimmulation in this, doctor, it falls vpon an able perſon. 3 A 
for it is taken from your firſt New-Haven dialogue, and is | fo 
the very life and ſpirit of what is contained in p. 8, 9. For || nc 
there you. quote your covenant uſed in admitting a perſon th 
to full communion. *Tis as follows, **You do now in the th 
* preſence of the dread Majeſty of Heaven and Earth, and | N 
© before angels and men, in the ſincerity of your ſoul avouch ye 
the Lord Jehovah, to be your ſovereign Lord, and ſupreme fo 
good, through Jeſus Chriſt, and folemaly devote & give up I di 
yourſelf to his fear & ſervice, to walk in all his ways & keep T: 
all his commands, ſeeking his glory.“ Then you add, Is | th 
| © this more full and expreſs, than your former miniſter uſed | or 
| * when perſons owned the covenant ? * You make your || ca 
; pariſhioner ſay, I think net. . Then you yourſelf add, the 
| forms of covenant thro? the country in general are alike, I we 
i” ** the only difference of any conlequence lies in practice.“ Be ſo || tic 
| good, Doctor, as to look over again, and you will oe,” that || qt 
| The foregoing quotation from theN. London dialogue has no || 2 
appearance of diſſimulation in it. Whence then this charge a. 
| of diſſimulation? *Tis eaſy to ſee your unlucky miſtake. | in 
Juſt before the charge of diſſimulation, you had your eye I it 
upon the N. Haven dialogue, quoted it verbatim, & have been 
| Anſwering of it, inſtead of the N. London, as in p. 5. But m 
as it was every word wrote by yourſelf, it claim'd more | m 
| mercy. *Tis really pleaſant enough, Pr. to ſee you putting 
dut a ſmart dialogue between yourſelf, and your pariſhio- | © 
| ner, and then putting out another as ſmart to anſwer it. 1 
| Shewing that in the firit, there is ſome diſſimulation, and 
then giving a ſpecimen of your talent at rebuking ſharp- lo 


a 


„ * * 


1 ly. Bravely done! ov 

| I ſhall not trouble myſelf to defend your pariſhioner in 

the New-Haven dialogue, againſt the charge of diſſimula- {| ha 

tion, any farther than to beg mercy for him. No, fir, tis | T 
only 
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only the N. Londsn dialogue, that you profeſs to anſwer, 
and I mean to defend. And to ſum up the diſſimulation 
in brief. In my N. London dialogue I have ſaid, that you 
and I were agreed, that we had owned the (ame covenant. In 
this, if in any thing, you charge me with diſſimulation. 
And this is the very thing which you yourſelf had ſaid, as 
follows, viz. That the covenant you owned and uſed, was 
not more full and expreſs, than that which I owned. That 
the covenants thro' the country in general were alike. That 
the only difference of any conſequence, lies in practice. p. 8. g. 
Now, Dr. who has difſembled ? So you ſaid, and I ſaid after 
you. If the only difference lies in prabtice, I think it was ſafe 
for me to ſay, that we owned the ſame covenant, altho? we 
differ'd in practice. Yea, I think it is ſafe for me to ſay, 
That if tbe only difference lies in pratiice, it does not lie in any 
thing elſe, and cannot poſſibly lie in the temper, diſpoſition, 
or meaning of the party covenanting; as I ſhall have oc« 
caſion further to obſerve by and by. | 4 

Dr. would it be diſſimulation in your pariſhioner, to ſay 
we have both owned the ſame Covenant, and no diſſimula- 
tion for you to ſay, that the covenants we owned were e- 


qually full, that they were alike, that they differ'd in nothing 


but practice; which by the way, fir, is no difference at all in 
a covenant. *Tis true, men may differ from one another 
in practice; but this does not make a covenant differ from 
itſelf, for a covenant never practiceth. | 

I now pals to enquire how you have ſucceeded in the 
more general charge of Hing, which reaches moſt of the 
miniſters and churches in the land. 


You ſay, p. 3. How can a man who knows he has no 


grace, profels a compliance with the covenant of grace, 


% without willful lying.” 1 | 

If you mean this, as an anſwer to the N. London dia- 
logue, you mean to affirm, that any unconverted man who 
owns your covenant, is guilty of willfal lying. 

Your covenant is above quoted verbatim, and I think I 
have ſufficiently ſhewso in the N. London dialogue, p. 6, 7. 
That a graceleſs man may as truly own that covenant, as 

4 5 4 7 
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| a gracious one. Thus I have ſaid that any man morally 


ſincere, may in the firſt place ſay, I avouch the Lord Je- 
* bovah to be my ſovereign Lord, and ſupreme good, thro" Feſus 


* Chriſt. For if this be true, tis no harm to ayouch it, 


* and I think no man will deny that he who thro* Chrift 
is the author of being and of every mercy to all the liv- 
ing, is the ſovereign Lord and ſupreme good of every 
living ſoul. And as to the other part of the covenant, 
viz. I ſolemnly devote and give up myſelf to his fear and ſer. 
vice, to walk in all his ways, and keep all his commands, ſeek- 
ing bis glory. It God has required this, I ought to do this, 
I certainly ought to reſolve to do this, and it I refolve 
to do this, I ought (at leaſt may) publickly ſay ſo ; and 
this is all that any do, when they come into the church,“ 
r own the covenant. 1 | | | 
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- *Tis upon this, fir, if 1 don't miſtake you, that you | 


charge willful lying. | 

One might have expected that you would have attempt- 
ed to confute the foregoing arguments, rather than charge 
the lye. But ſince you have been pleaſed to give this ſhort 
and pithy anſwer, (viz.) Yeu lie. I ſhall minutely confi- 
der thoſe things you have offer'd to ſupport the charge of 
willful lying. 


r. The firſt that I find is in page 6, where you ſay, 


© Doth not the devil believe the truth of this propoſition? 
i. e. the covenant, as firmly as any wicked man does? and 
is he in covenant ? It ſhould be, and does not be he? Here, 
fir, you have been more complaiſant to the devil, and have 
not charg'd the lye upon him for believing your covenant, 
tho' you charge it upon the graceleſs perſon. | 


If ene can draw any concluſion from your reaſoning, it 


mult be as follows. The devil believes our covenant, and 
in ſo doing he lies. Therefore the graceleſs perſon who be- 
lieves our covenant, muſt lie alſo. | 
You have loſt fight, fir, of the point which you are now 
diſputing : *Tis not whether the graceleſs man by owning 
your covenant gets into covenant, but whether he lies in 
owning of it. You will cafily fee your miſtake, fir, and 
that 
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that this argument is 7 1 unleſs you can 
rove that the devil lies in believing your covenant, then poi- 
ſibly a graceleſs man may lie al ſo in believing or aſſenting toir, 
2. You go on to prove that the graceleſs perſon es, 
when he * promiſes, according to the meaſure of ſtrength 
* which (50D ſhall give him, to walk in all his ways, and 
© keep all his commands, ſeeking his glory,“ as tis expreſs'd 
in the dialogue which you are profefſedly anſwering ; and 
to prove this to be a lie, you ſay, p. 7. The man who 


* owns your covenant, engages an obedience which pro- 
ceeds from faith and love :* to this I add, that he en- 


gages more, even a perfect obedience, i. e. to walk in all 
God's ways & keep all his commands,” as much as he en- 
gages the obedience of faith and love. And how do you 
reaſon here ? Why thus ; becauſe the graceleſs man does 


not yield the obedience ef faith and love, the obedience _ 
| which he engaged; therefore he lies. Would it not be 


juſt to retort upon you, Dr. that becauſe you dont yield a 
perfect obedience, the obedience which you engaged, there- 


fore you lie? Yea conſidering how much greater your light 


was than mine, was not your lie proportionably more. ag- 
gravated than mine ? For an enlightened man ſolemnly to 
engage as you did, to keep allGop's commands, when at the 


Tame time he knew, that no mere man ſince the fall could 
keep them, but daily doth break them, muſt not the diſſi- 


mulation be moſt ſhocking ? You go on, : 
3. To prove that the graceleſs man lies in owning your 


covenant, and ſay, p. 7. * This unboly obedience is not that 


* kind of obedience which the covenant of grace requires 
at your hands ;* therefore you lie, &c. 

The term, Dr. unyoLY OBEDIENCE, is ſomething ſin- 
gular, and if you dont mean by it to darken counſel, by 
words without knowledge, I think you muſt mean by it, 
one of two things, either At 1 

1. That obedience to Gop, may in a ſtrict and proper 
ſenſe be unholy. Or, 5 2 


2. You mean it in a qualify'd and improper ſenſe, and by 


wnholy obedience, you mean imperfe# obedience, But, 


1. To 
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yield. Tho” *cis but a partial and imperfect obedience, yet 


CS - | 

1. To fay that obedience to Gov, may ih a ſtrict and 
proper ſenſe be unholy, is a contradiction in terms. Obe: 
dience to God, be it greater or leſs, and proceed it from what 


it will; fo far forth as it is obedience, is always holy, ne- 


ceſſarily holy, yea obedience to God and bolint]s are converti- 
ble terms, either of them may be uſed in the room of the 
other, they mean the ſame thing. | | HOES, 

Obedience to God, as ſuch, is juſt as far from being un- 


| holy, as juſtice, righteouſneſs, truth, goodneſs and holineſs 
itſelf are. The obedience of an unrenewed man ſo far forth 


as it is obedience, is as holy as any, that a gracious man can 
juſt ſo much as there is of obedience, juſt ſo much holineſs, 
Sanctification in this life is but partial and incomplete. But 
this notwithſtanding, there is no unſanctify'd ſanRifitation ; 
& as little unholy holineſs, or unholy obedience. Hence all the 
obedience of an unconverted man, is holy obedience. But, 


2. If you mean by wnboly obedience, imperfecs obedientt; 
your propoſition is not true. If you mean that the coves 


nant of grace, does not'require on mans part an obedience, 
which is imperfect, you mean wrong: For the | covenant 
of grace does require or admit of an obedience that is im- 


perfect, or elſe no mortal could ever be graſp'd within its 


arms. | | 1 
So then if you mean to uſe the words, unholy obedlenbt, in 
a proper ſenſe, you mean a contradictien in terms; the 


words are ſelf deſtructive: Or if you mean them in the only 


other ſenſe, in which 'tis poſſible to underſtand them, you 
mean what is not true; and *tis as happy for you as me, 
that *tis not true; for were it true, that the covenant ad- 
mits of no unholy, i. e. imperfect obedience, we are both of 


us alike perjured, for we have alike ſworn to obey a cove- 


nant, which no mere man ever did, or ever could obe 2 
4. Your laſt argument to prove that the graceleſs perſon 


lies in owning your covenant, is what you ſay, p. 8. The 


words of the covenant in this new ſenſe, are not the co- 
© 'venant of grace, but an ungracious covenant in ſenſe and 
* meaning, exactly like the half-way covenant,” ' * - 


I 


(45 
I ſuppoſe, Dr. you are yet profeſſedly anſwering the 


New-London dialogue, and not the New-Haven, | 
And what is this new ſenſe of the covenant, which the 
New-London Pariſhioner has given, that makes it ungra- 
cious ? Why, fir, I have juſt now quoted the covenant, 
and the ſenſe and meaning which I have applied to it. Be 
ſo good as to turn back, and read it-again, The amount 
of it, ſir, (if you be'nt out of humor) you will ſee to be 
chis, and no more, viz. That a gracelels perſon, morally 
ſincere, may with truth and propriety own, your covenant 
and avouch the Lord Jehoyah to be his ſovereign Lord, 
and ſupreme Good, thro? Jeſus Chriſt, and may engage ac- 
cording to the meaſure of ſtrength which God ſhall give him, to 
devote and give up himſelf to his fear and „ to walk 
in all his ways, and keep all his commands, ſeeking his 
glory. If there is any thing new in this ſenſe, it muſt be 
in them words, viz. Engage according to the meaſure which God 
Hall give him: And really, fir, without this new ſenſe, there 
is no man in the world but you, dare enter into covenant. 
And pray, Dr. what is there ungracious, in owning the 
Lord Jehovah for our God, and ſupreme Good, and en- 
gaging to ſerve God according to the meaſure which he 
gives? Certainly if there is not ſo much grace in it as you 
would have, there is more truth; for I think I have proved 
that there is no man on this ſide heave that can own this 
0g in any higher ſenſe, without (to uſe your phraſe) 
ing 
: For any man to ſay, that he would keep all God's com- 
mands perfectly, would not be true. Or to ſay that he 
would regard them in any ſenſe, above the meaſure of ſtrength 
that God ſhould give him, would not be graciouſly ſaid. 
Where then is the ungraciouſneſs of my new ſenſe, as you 


call it? 


Sir, in the covenant of grace there is no double l ; 
neither is there a double ſenſe ; a ſpiritual |, and a literal ſenſe 
to the words; no, fir, there is bur one meaning to it, and 
that is the plain, literal, obvious meaning of the words; tis 
the ſenſe I have given of them; the ſenſe which all man- 
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kind gives of them; a ſenſe ſo obvious and plain, that 
| fools need not err therein. | | FRAY 


And are theſe arguments, Dr. ſufficient to ſupport the 


charge of wilful lying ? I have only ſaid, that a morally ſin- 


cere man, tho? graceleſs, may call the Moſt High his ſo- 
vereign Lord, and ſupreme Good, and engage, according 
to the ſtrength which God ſhould give him, co keep all 
his commands, and accordingly from a ſenſe of command, 
come to the Lord's-table, hoping to meet with a bleſſing, 
This is the whole amount of what is faid in the New- Lon- 
don dialogue on this point. And was this enough, Dr. to 


make you cry out, O my friend, will you diſſemble in 


© this ſhocking manner ?—ls not deliberate, deſign'd diſ- 
* ſimulation, in the moſt ſolemn religious tranſaction upon 
© earth, as bad as drunkenrieſs ?* Indeed, fir, there is no 
diſſimulation in it, I would not diſſemble on any account, 
no, not even to gain an admiſſion into your church: And 
indeed *tis for this, that I am kept out of it. Could I ſuf- 
ficiently diſſemble, I ſhuuld give you joy, and gain a ſpeedy, 


_ eaſy admiſſion into your church. The principle, that none 
but converted perſons are to be admitted into your church, 


if it does not involve diſſimulation in it; I fear naturally 
leads to it. For this reaſon, were I fure that I was a gra- 
cious perſon, 1 could not with a good conicience, tell you 
ſo, as a term of admiſſion into your church. | 

While Jam upon this point, Dr. I muſt take ſome notice 
of a principle quite new amang Proteſtants, and as dange- 


rous as tis new. *Tis this: You make the obligation of 
a covenant to depend, not upon the words of the covenant, 


but upon the meaning of the covenanter. Thus in your 


* firſt dialogue you own, that you and I, in owning the co- 


venant ufed the ſame words, or the ſame in ſubſtance, but 
that you yourſelf had entered into covenant, and I not; 
and ſo you might have your children baptiſed, but I not, 
and all becauſe I had not the ſame underſtanding and mean- 
ing that you had, when we both covenanted in the ſame 


words. And in your laſt dialogue you ſay, that tho* the 


graceleſs man ſhould own your covenant, he would he no 
| more 
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ciple, fir, ye have enter 


nature of covenanting.' 


| 2 II 
more in covenant than the devil. For you ſay, the devi 
believes the ſame propoſitions, and is he in covenant ? 
Lou need be better iaſtructed about the nature of cove- 
e nanting,&c,% You allow we owned the ſame covenant, 
but having different meanings, it becomes two things, it 
bound you, but not me, it bound you to, give up your 


children to Gop in baptiſm, but was a different thing with 
me, it did not bind me, go get my children baptized, nor 


would you adminiſter baptiſm to them. A 
- This principle, Dr. is a very corrupt one; and in its con- 
ſequences very ſhocking. Let us try it in ſame other in- 


ſtances. x 


_ Firſt. Let us try it in the marriage covenant. - Suppole - 
you and your neighbour aſſented to the ſame covenant ver- 
batim, when ye were married. You yourſelf aſſented to it, 
with great ſenſibility, ſolemnity, and underſtanding z mean- 
ing to keep your vow, But your neighbour aſſented to it, 
only in a formal cuſtomary way, with great inattention, and 
without ſo good a meaning as you had, Upon your prin- 

5 into different things, yours is 
binding, but his is not. According to you, ſir, inſtead 
of entering into vows, he has only lied; has lived in for- 
nication, his bedfellow in whoredom, and his children age 


baſtards. If he ſhould come to you tor advice, and tell you 


that he had not ſo good a meaning as Ear. when he enired 
into covenant with his wife; no, but a very different 


meaning, far from gracious, and deſire you to reſolve the 
cafe, whether he was married or not. Pray what anſwer 


would you give him ? Would you anſwer him as you have 
me ? Why the devil believes the propolitions in the mar- 
riage covenant as much as any wicked man; and is he mar- 
ried ? Tou have need to be better inſtructed about the 


Moreover, Dr. let us conſider how your principle will 
operate in cammon life, Covenants are common : cove- 
nants are neceſſary in common life, between man and man; 
but by your principle, they are no longer binding than ei- 
ther of che covenanters pleaſe; if their meaning is " 


- 
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the covenant becomes two re things: *Tis only for 
one of the parties to lay, I meant when I made this cove- 
nant to break it, and it becomes void, according to you, or 
< *tis in ſenſe and meaning exactly like a halt-way-cove- 
© nant.*-- | OO Tre OE 
Dr. to teach that the validity of an explicit covenant, 
depends upon the diſpoſition of the covenanter, is dange- 
'- rous doctrine in all viſible commutfities, *tis bad in comnion 
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merely becauſe of ſome mental referve, you know, fir, is 
among the pious frauds of a foreign church, and has been 
_ exploded among Proteſtants, ever fince the reformation 
from Popery. 3 7 ; | 
In a word, Dr. to teach, as you have practiſed towards 
your pariſhioner, that the validity and obligation of an ex- 
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cCovenanter, is to teach that all expreſs covenants are 
changeable, trifling, and dangerous things, which ſhould 
never be uſed in a world where men's meaning can never be 
certainly determined. | | 5 8 9 
I now pals to take ſome notice of what you fay upon 
the Lord's- Prayer. | _ f 
If I don't miſtake you, you make it à lie, for the graceleſs 
man to fay the Lord's- Prayer. TO 
In my N. London dialogue, p. 8, I put the aſſenting to 
your covenant upon the ſame footing, as ſaying the Lord's- 
Prayer. There I ſaid, that the morally ſincere man, tho? 
graceleſs, may ſay or aſſent to the words of your covenant; 
Juſt as ſafely as he may ſay, or aſſent to the Lord's-Prayer. 
Theſe words, Our Father which art in beaven,&c. as much 
pre-ſuppofe grace, as the words of your covenant do. You 
allow it, bur have given an unexpetted anſwer. Thus 
you anfwer, p. 9. It is a greater fin to lie, than to do no- 
thing. Lying is not a means of grace. Thing is not an 
appointed means of converſion,* &c. i. e. by fair con- 
ſtruction, a graceleſs man had better do nothing, than to 
ay or aſſent to the Lord's. Prayer, becauſe in ſo doing he 
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life, worſe in politicks, but worſt of all in divinity. To 
declare explicit promiſes, covenants, and vows to be void, 


* ws we. 


preſs covenant, depends upon the temper or meaning of the 


„33 


e eee 0 PY Mi FO was _. 


lies. 


„ AF = 


A A - A — 


4 — 2 b 


ſpeaking to them, do this in remembrance of me. 


Fes. Ts it "come to this, . ininifier; bat you 'cahnot lupe | 
ort your principles, without denying the Lord's-Prayer, 
I Papiſts do the bible, to the ignorant! ? Have yo never 
taught the Lord's- Prayer, to your o] children, and the 
children in the pariſh before you look*d upon them con- 
n ? It you have, ſir, why thus inconſiſtent? I proceed. 
In my N. London dialogue, p. 15. 1 have ſhewn, that 
Chriſt's expreſs command, do this in remembrance of me, 
reacheth to all men, to whom the goſpel came; unleis ſome 
other command equally expreſs, limited it, to a part of 
them; and that there is no command of Chriſt, limiting 
of it to the converted, and excluding of the unconvert- 
ed; therefore the unconverted are as really commanded as. 


the converted, to remember Chriſt in the en of. the 
Tupper. 255 


This is your anſwer, and the whole: of it, © This 
command was given to none, but Chriſt's di eagle. Andi in the 
© apoſtolic age, none ever pretended to attend the Lord's- 
Supper, but thoſe who had made a profe Non, and were ad- 
* 7 


mitted into the chriſtian church.“ 
It you will examine the inſtitution of the en you will 


find that this command, do this in remembrance of me, was not 


given perfonally to the diſciples ofChriſt, but only to apart 
of chem. viz. The twelve apoſtles. And how did the reſt 


of them know that this command reſpected them? They ne- 


ver found one word in all the evangeliſts to teach them ſo. 

And ] know of no way whereby they found themſelves com 
prehended in this command, but only by confidering of it, 
as I have conſidered it, a general law, requiring all men to 
attend the ſupper, except ſuch as Chriſt had required to be 
treated as heathen men, and publicans, viz. publick offend- 
ers. They doubtlefs judg'd that the command reach'd all 
in general, and the limitation cut off none but the ſcanda- | 
lous, and thence, found themſelves required by Chriſt thus 
So then, fir, | 
if this your plea proves any thing, it proves too much, 

viz. than none but the twelve apoſtles had any right to the: 
Lord's- -Supper, for the words: were directed only. to them. 
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and not to the body of the diſciples, as you ſeem to 5 
pale. The twelve apoſtles knew their duty, from the di- 


rect command of Chriſt, d this, &c. Not ſo did the reſt of 
the diſciples, they found their duty as we do now, merely 


by inference. Beſides, Dr. if you mean by 44 ſciples, only 


graciqus perſons, you ſhould not. deſcribe them in the next 


| ſentence, profeſſors, who you know are ſometimes gracelels ; 


becauſe at this rate, one does not know where you mean' to 
fix for the ſubjeci vi.wucommand, da this, &c. Again, 
Ia my N. London dialogue, p. 16. J have ſaid,, *Chriſt' 

q viſible kingdom requires qualifications. like itſelf, 19 
© that are viſible and knowable.“ The inference is plain, 
that it does not require coqverſiqn, becauſe this is not viſi; 

ble and knowable: This is your anſwer, * And we in rer 
© ceiving of them, act intirely on what is viſible, viz. on 
their public prielWog, giended with an an{werable con- 
verſation. 

Niere, fir, I underſtand you; you admit the principle, 
viz. That Chriſt's viſible kingdom requires qualifications 


like itſelf, thoſe that are viſible and knowable. If you allo 


admit the infereace, viz. That it does not require conver- 
-ſion, becauſe tis not viſible and knowable, our diſpute is 
Ac an end. But it you don't allow this inference, I give 
you your own time to get rid of it. 
I have alſo faid in my N. London dialogue, p. 16. 1 
2 cannot find io all the new-teſtament, any other method of 

<. admiſſion into the church, than by baptiſm.“ 3 

This, ſir, is your antwer, Baptiſm ajone in the apoſtolic 
«Fe never made any adult perſon, a church member without a 

*' profeſſion, ---profeſiion was firſt made, and then they were 
*. baptiſed, Thoſe therefore that are nor baptiſed 1 in infan- 
ey, in order to be members in this ſenſe? (i.e. in order to 
be members by profction) muſt make a profeſſion, when 
they become adult.“ 

A mana, you fay, mult make a d in order to be 


« member by profeſſion. And what of that, fir ? 


I alſo told you in my dialogue, p. 16. That if you look d 


bos baptiſed perſons, ſubjects ot diſcipline in the church, 
you 


| x 

you muſt look vpon 2 3 for to cenſure and ca 
one out of the church, ſuppoſes him firſt in it. But if you 
will not admit him to the privileges of the church, i. e. to 
ſpecial ordinances, you conſider him only as A member in 
part, a half way member, and ought to have a half my co- 
venant for him. Your anſwer, p. 11. 

No; by no means. 7 bey are bound by their part aft and 
« deed, to comply with the covenant of grace itlelf, as ſoon 
© as they become adult hut if they renounce the Gon of 
* their fathers, and obſtinarely perſiſt in it, they muſt be 


© conſider'd and treated, as perſons: that have viſibly re- 


© nounc'd their baptifm. Vi. e. in ſhort, if they are guilty 
of ſcandal, they muſt be cenſured. And pray why muſt 
they be cenſured ? Seeing they are not members of the 
church in full; nor members in part, no, not fo much as 
half. members. Why muſt they be caſt out of covenant; 
ſeeing they were never in? Why you tell us, tis in conſe- 
quence of their parents aft and deed. 

Not God, nor tlie covenant of grace, not a word of that, 
but their parents have bound them, and.” baptiſm is the 
ſeal of the bs nd, if it is any thing. | 

Dr. the principle indeed ſhocks my mind.” 1 ſhall bring 
you to remark upon it yourſelf. ifs p. 14. ſpeaking of ſuch 
4 covenant you lay, This ungracious covenant, is man's co- 
venant, and not God's. And to rake God's ſeal, appro- 
priated to God's covenant, even to the covenant of grace, 
and apply it ro a covenant, which God .never made, to a 
covenant made by men, is to profane the holy ordinance.” 
This ſtrange covenant of yours, Dr. is an Agarene cove- 
nant, which only gendreth to bondage; it intitles your 
children to no privilege, but that of being cenſured and ex- 
communicated from a church they did not belong to, and 
which they were by no means members of ; no, not ſo much 
as half members of. 

Dr. be ſo juſt to yourſelf, and to chern you have bapti- 
zed in infancy, as either to ſay to them ye are not members 
of Chriſt's viſible body, and ceaſe to cenſure them as ſuch; 
ot elſe own them to be members of Chriſt's church, ehil- 
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dren of the covenant, and no longer give them a ſtone, 
when they aſk for bread. Fling off one fide or 'tother of your 
inconſiſtence, until your principles are reduced to ſimple 
truth, or at leaſt to a ſelf-confiſtence., I proceed. 

Ia my N. Lond. dialo. p. 10. I have ſhewn, that Chriſt 
never deſign'd that converſion ſhould be the term of viſi- 
ble communion, inaſmuch as he has never given us any rule 
to determine with certainty, that a man is gracious. 15 

In reply you ſay p. 11. To this purpoſe, That my prin- 
ciples involve as great inconſiſtence as yours, for I can be 
no more Certain, that a candidate for communion, is ſound 
in the faith and orthodox, than you can, that he is conver- 
ted, becauſe neither of us can tell his ſincerity : and thus 
you ſuppole, that I make the qualifications for communi- 
on, as uncertain and unknowable as you do, and am quite 
as inconſiſtent. | „ . 1 
But in this Dr. you are quite miſtaken, and your miſtake 
proceeds from inattention to my principles as laid down in 
my former dialogue. I have there ſaid, if not proved, that 
the command do bis in remembrance of me, is an expreſs law 
of God, and like the reſt of his laws reacheth all men, un- 
leſs by ſome other Expreſs act, it is limited to a part of man- 
kind. So then this is my principle, that every man (aſking 
ſpecial ordinances) is as certainly qualified to partake of the Loras 
ſupper, as he is to breathe, unleſs there is certain evidence that he 
is diſqualified, by ſome certain divine expreſs diſqualifing at, and 
that there is no ſuch adi, reſpetiing the unconverted in al 
the bible. 1 | 5 | 

If neither ignorance nor hereſy, nor immorality are pro- 
veable and certain againſt a man aſking for the Lord's 
ſupper ;*Tis the command and will of Chriſt that the church 
receive him : and from this command of Chriſt, we know 
that ſuch a perſon is quality'd. | : 

If Chriſt has commanded every perſon, except the openly 
ſcandalous, to eat and drink and remember him; We thence 
know, that every perſon is qualified according to the mind 
of Chriſt, thus to do, except ſcandal appears againſt him. 

Thus, Dr. upon my principles every man under the goſ- 
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is certainly diſqualified, and the church may judge of ſuch 


qualifications, with juſt as much certainty and ſafety, as 
they can judge. in any other caſe whatever. 6 


And do you, ſir, who make converſion” à term of acceptable 


«© communion, act upon as good evidence, and with as much 


conſiſtence? Do you know, ſir, that the man aſking ordi- 
nances wants no qualification that (you think) Chriſt - has 


required? Can you be certain that he is converted? Can 


you be certain that he don't lie when he profeſſes himſelf 
converted? Can you upon your own principle, be certain that 


he does not expoſe himſelf to the righteous judgments of 


God? Can you be certain that there is a brother in all your 


church, which Chriſt doth not look upon as a lyar, inſtead 


of a member? No, ſir, you are not certain of it. And 


why do you ſay, that I am as uncertain upon my prinei- 


ceived to communion or not? 


ples „as you upon yours, whether a perſon ought to be le- j 


Tiis evident upon my principles, that I may know; a 
perſon to be qualified according; to the mind of Chriſt for 
viſible communion, unleſs I know him to be diſqualified. 
Not ſo is it with you. No, ſir, upon your principles you kaom 
nothing aboùt the matter. Vou don't know when he aſſents 
tõ your covenant, whether 'tis your covenant, or another, that 
he owns you don't know whether: he ſies, or ſpeaks true: 
Vou don't know after you have admitted him, whether he is 
a whit more in covenant than he was before, or (to uſe ur 
compariſon) a whit more than the devil: no, nor whether he 
has any right to have his child baptiſed. Such ignorance as | 

this, you have betray d in your conduct to your Pariſhioner, | 
Ven you refuſed to baptize his child, becauſe he was uncon- 
verted, tho' he had -awn'd: the ſame covenant that you had. 
Great, very great is your uncertainty, upon your own 
principles: So great that the Lawgiver and Head of the 
Church, has never leit his church in ſo bad a condition, as 
to he thus arbitrarily and whimſically gather'd and govern'd. } 

and laws is 
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Such apprehenſion of Chriſt's government 
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hriſt, certainly qualified therefor, unleſs it appears that he 
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diſhonourable. The church and government of Chat, 
are quite another thing. Chrift's laws are kaqwn, his houſe 
is known; and the proper members of it, not gueſs'd at, 
bur known ſo that the church admitting, and the party ad- 


- mitted may both be ſafe, as to their conduct in this matter 


knowing, what they are about. And to lay otherwiſe, is to 
reproach Chriſt's Perſon and revelation, and to make his 
table become a ſnare. But upon your principle, Sir, there 
is nothing known, no, not ſo much, as that there is aChtiſ- 
tian church in the world, nor when you admit a member, 


- whether you admit him to a bleſli:g, or a curſe. A church 


formed upon your plan, muſt be a capricious thing, into 
which no man, without full aſſurance can ſafely enter, or 
continue in it, any longer than his aſſurance laſts, 125 
Whoever pleaſes, Dr. may judge between us, whether we 
are equally inconſiſtent. But had ybu ſhewn that my prin- 
ciples were as inconſiſtent as yours; it would not have, men- 
ded the matter. It would only have ſhe wn, that there were 


two intonfiſtent men inſtead of one. 


Howe ver, Sir, had you cohvinc'd me, that 10 was ſo i incon- 


ſiſtent, as to hold that ſomething inviſible and unknowable, 
Was to be the criterion, or mark of viſible communion, I 
would not wait for your company to give it up. 


In the eloſe of your dialogue, Dr. you ſeem very fond of 


"bringing your pariſhioner to your foot, there to aſ your 
prayers for him : prayers, which for og. he W were 
| only lies. 


You are fond alſo of malig: me 2 proſelyte o your 


. : for once, I will adviſe Jou, as tho' I had em- 


brac'd them. 

And in the firſt place. Ualeſs you are certain that you 
are converted, never again uſe the Lord's-Prayer, nor pray 
tor yourſelf Falber in heaven, forgive our debts, as we forgive 
our debtors, for this may be to imprecate a curſe _ your- 
elf, even to pray God not to forgive you. 

Further. As you value your ſoul, never again come to the 

Lord'stable, with any doubrs upon your mind: for you may 


lor aught you _ be —— of horrible Hing, of lying nuit 
Ane 
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unto Men s bas untoGed, yea you may be guilty of 4 -Nonulation, 


as bad as drunkenneſs, and turn the Lord's Table into a feaſt of 


Bacchus, Never again come to the Lord's-Table, without 
the full affurance of faith. You may-hepe that you have 
_ but this is not ſuffcient; for the riſque is extreme 

great; you may for all any one can tell, eat and drink 
. unawares. 

Further. Never again adeinider beptiſm to any, with- | 
out aſſurance that you did not lie yourſell, when you enter- 
ed into covenant, for if you did, as all unconverted men 
do, your adminiſtration muſt be invalid, all you have done 
is ling, (and to uſe your own harſh expreſſion) you are. | 
no more in covenant than the devil, and would baptiſm, | 
adminiſtred by the devil, be valid? This advice to ſome | 
may ſeem ludicrous, but it is the genuine, and fhocking 
_ conſequence of your principles. | 

Dr. if you write ſome more dialogues, be fo good as ta | 
be a little more explicit upon ſome points. And tell us 
whether the unconverted may pray, and if they may, be 
ſo kind, good Dr. as to give a written prayer that will be 
lafe for them to uſe, not like the Lord's-prayer, bur one | 


that may be uſed without telling any lies. 


Again, be ſo good, fir, as to tell us plain, whether the | 
infants of viſible believers, baptiſed in infancy, are mem- 
bers of Chriſt's viſible church. Be not affraid of the | 
dilemma, which owning the truth will bring you into. 

Again, Dr. be ſo good as to write a little more par- | 
ticular and plain, upon the ſubject of unboly obedience. Once 
more, be ſo obliging as not to uſe harſh and indecent lan- 
guage with your pariſhioner, and while perſonating of 
him, don't make him talk quite ſo filly, nor diſſemble any: 
But if you muſt do it, and find your account in it, be very 
cautious, that you don! t as a miniſter of Chriſt rebuke him 
ſharply for it. This, fir, is to play with things ſerious, | 
and to turn your facred function into à folemn farce. | 

Dr. I regard your office. But as a member of Chriſt's | 


viſible body, think myſelf. bound in duty to ſhew my diſ- | 
approbation. of __ principles. Your principles, if 1 


don't | 
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e wittake, tend dire ay to diſſolve the church at 


God. 
The principle, that the covenanting dnl praying of hs 


graceleſs, is but ſolemn lying, mightily coincides with the 


indolence, backwardneſs, and wickedneſs of their hearts, 
and ſo far as *tis regarded, will increaſe the number of 
unbaptiſed and prayerlefs perſons and families, and diſco- 
rage all endeavours after ſpiritual grace. We already fee 
the awful effects of ſuch principles. Perſons avail them- 
ſelves of your principles and authority, to the total neg- 


lect of all the inſtituted means of grace, ſaying, We bad 


better do nothing than lie. 
Your principles, fir, are too near of kin to thoſe aint 
mocking principles, lately broach'd in the land, by ſeve- 


ral, who have a fondaeſs for being authors, particularly 


by Mr. Sandeman and Mr, Hopkins, Mr. Sandeman 


ſays, that! faith is obtain'd, as the moſt remarkable diſ- 


* coveries have been obtain'd, the uſe of the magnet, Je- 
* ſuits park, and many chimical difcoveries, i. e. not when 
* theſe things, but ſomething elſe was look'd for and all 


* endeavours can only ſerve to aggravate guilt, &c. 


Letiers on Theron. 

Mr. Hopkins, fays the fame in effect, viz. It is in- 
deed, as great an abſurdity as can be thought of, to ſup- 
pole that the corrupt, vicious heart does any thing to- 
wards becoming holy; or exerciſe any will, or choice, 
that has the\lealt rendency to it: as abſurd as to ſup- 
poſe that the exerciſe of perfect ſelfiſnneſs, has a tenden- 
cy to produce benevolence ; or that the heart is made 
better, and becomes holy, by the conſtant exerciſe of 
Juſt and wickedneſs. 'For all the exerciſes and volitions 
of the corrupt, unregenerate heart are certainly the exer- 
ciſes of fin. Sermon on Fobn 1, 13. 
Theſe principles, ir, F lock upon of the molt dangerous 
tendency, of any that were ever broach'd in the Chriſti- 

an world: Deiſm itſelf not excepted. 
Theſe principles ſuppoſe that the unregenerate man, is 
ao more the ſubject of obedience, than a man quite "Tick 
Theſe 
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to be a ſtate of probation: They deny him to be a motal 
agent: They deny the juſtice of puniſnment for any fin, 
except perhaps original ſin;; for every other ſin, ſo cal - 


led, they make to be the irreſiſtible effect of the. firſt. 


Yea, theſe princip:es vacate all the obligations of natural 


and reveal'd religion, and thence burſt the bands of ſo- 
cial life, ſtrike at the foundation of civil government, and 


even at all God's moral government ot the world. 
Theſe concluſions, from theſe principles, are undenia- 
ble: they force themſelves upon the eye that is open, they 


ſtand upon the footing of ſelf- evident propoſitions, and are 
| incapable of being made clearer by reaſoning, becauſe there 
are no propoſitians to reaſon from, that are more plain than 


theſe concluſions are. 

Sir, I fear that I have treſpaſſed upon your patience, 
muſt only add : That on the one hand I ſhould greatly rejoice 
to have all embarraſments removed out of the way, which 
prevent the increaſe of the church of God and the ſalvation 
of ſinners: and eſpecially that embarrafment of converſion 
being the only acceptable term of viſible communion in 
ſpecial ordinances : a term not once mentioned nor fo much 
as hinted at by Chriſt or his apoſtles : but a**corruption 
which I believe entered the church | in the darkeſt and moſt 
ignorant ages of it. | 

I mould greatly rejoice if goſpel inſtitutions might B. 
lefr to ſtand upon the authority of God, and not upon the 
refinements of men, that our faith might not ſtand in the wiſe 
dom of men but in the power of Cod. 

Perſons thro? great concern for the purity ard proſperity 
of the church, oftimes fall upon uncommanded expedients, 
to forward the good delign : but this is to make Eungling 
work of it, they always hurt the cauſe they mean to ſerve. 
"Tis like ſteadying the tottering Ark with unhallowed 
hands, and argues at leaſt, great diſtruſt of God's govern- 
ment. 

On the other hand I ſhould greatly rejoice to ſee mini- 
ters and churches take W's care that none are __— 

c 


———— — —ę—2m — 
v 


— — 


ently guarded againſt, when goſpel ordinances and means 
of grace, are ſet in a juſt light, and obedience thereto urged 
only by the arguments, and upon the plan of the golpel. 
Then may we expect to ſee the church flouriſh upon her 
own baſis, and that prophely come into fuller accompliſh-ſ- 
ment, Gentiles ſhall come to thy light, and kings to the bripht-| 
' meſs of thy riſing. F 1 1 2 | | 


and the common intereſt of mankind, and not to any 


malevolence againſt the perſon of any one. 


Fax. 177%. 


To Dr. BELTAM TW. 


. 


very, whoſe ignorance or error, or viſible deportment, 
reflect diſhonour upon Chriſt and his religion. | 

' Theſe two extremes alike tend to the diſſolution of the 
church of Chriſt. And when theſe extremes are ſuffici- 


Sir, if you find in the foregoing letter, any indiſcretions 
lower than hing, do me the juſtice to impute it ro my 
concern for the proſperity of Zion, the vindication of truth, 


I am, my miniſter, with proper reſpect, 
and without a ceremany, | 
Your Friend, 


The PARISHIONER 


5 Ilaiah 60. 3. 


ted to ſtated communion, nor ſuffered to wear Chriſt's I. 


\ a 
. J 


require as much grace and ſincerity, on the part of 


E 
eee eee eden 
FOS ei 

5 By another Hand. 


R. Bellamy, in his anſwer to Mr. Mather, fully 

eſtabliſheth the point he profeſſeth to oppoſe, 0 8: 
He has abundantly proved, that all the covenants : 
anciently made between theMoſtHigh and his people, 
his people, as the New Teſtament does. "1" 
What need we prove more? We have only to aſ= 
ſert, an 1adiſputable fact, and draw a very plain con- 3 
ſequence.. -- SON IR WG non 
Ihe fact is, That God did require all the people © 
of Iſrael, ungracious' as molt of them were, to come 

into covenant, and never allowed any of them to _ 
plead want of grace, as an argument for the leaſt 


; | GRP. - 


The conſequence is: That we may no more ob- 
jet the want of ſaving grace, as an excuſe for dur 
deferring covenant engagements under the goſpel, 
than they under Be. ET” Mt 25 
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